INTRODUCTION
The most critical problem with which a general theory of extinction must deal is the effect of intermittent reinforcement (PR), during acquisition, on resistance to extinction. It is well established that resistance to extinction is considerably augmented following training under conditions of PR, as compared to continu ous reinforcement (CP.F) (cf. Jenkins £ Stanley, 1950*. Lewis, 1960 ).
This phenomenon, now termed the partial reinforcement effect (PRE),
was reported by Skinner (1939) ; however, the significance of the phenomenon was not generally recognized until it was again reported by Humphreys (1939) . The PRE has since generated a considerable amount of research, and numerous theoretical formulations have been offered to account for it.
Humphreys' (1939) explanation of the PRE was based upon the expectancy of £ that the unconditioned stimulus will follow the con ditioned stimulus. Under CP.F training conditions there is a regular expectancy of reinforcementwhereas PR training produces an irregular expectancy of reinforcement. Extinction is more rapid following CRF training because the shift from a regular expectancy of reinforcement to a regular expectancy of nonreinforcement is easier than is the shift from an irregular expectancy of reinforcement to a regular expectancy of nonreinforcement. Lewis (1960) suggests that expect ancy theory has been rather generally discredited, and at present has few, if any, supporters.
An explanation of the PRE offered by Mowrer and Jones (1945) is the response-unit hypothesis. This formulation suggests that if the term response refers only to a behavior sequence leading to rein forcement, then PR training does not result in increased resistance to extinction. Certain facts about extinction argue against this formulation however (Capaldi, 1958) , and in addition, this explana tion seems to lack sufficient generality to include discrete trial training procedures, particularly if the trials are widely spaced.
Skinner's (1938) explanation of the PRE was very similar to the response-unit hypothesis.
The discrimination hypothesis, which probably had its origins in expectancy theory, was first offered by Mowrer and Jones (1945) , and has received strong empirical support (e.g., Bitterman, Fedderson, 6 Tyler, 1953*. Elam, Tyler, 6 Bitterman, 1954) . This hypothesis suggests that the more similar the stimuli in acquisition and extinc tion, the greater the resistance to extinction.
Since the stimulus conditions in extinction are more similar to the stimulus conditions which obtain in PR training, it is therefore more difficult for the PR-trained J 3 to discriminate between acquisition and extinction.
Another early explanation of the PRE is the secondary rein forcement hypothesis (Denny, 1946) Thus, the consummatory response is extinguished more rapidly for the CRF-trained S^, resulting in more rapid extinction of the instrumental response.
Perhaps the theoretical formulation of the PRE which has generated more research than any other is that of Amsel (1958 Amsel ( , 1962 
RESULTS
The total responses made by each S^ in extinction were recorded and the data for within-S groups were subjected to an analysis of variance, the results of which are summarized in Table 1 . 
As shown therein, the main effects of Bar Weighting and Total

